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Dear Mr. Jordan:

On behalf of Lentz for Congress and Joseph G. Sauder, as treasurer, (collectively, the "Lentz
Committee") this letter is submitted in response to the Complaint filed by Andrew J. Reilly on
November 15, 2010. An executed Statement of Designation of Counsel accompanies this
response.

The Complaint chuims that Lentz Conmmittee campaign workers and voluniteers helped a third
party caudicinte, Jim Schneller, gui onto the: baliot, thareby trigearing contribuians from the
Lentt: Committee to Schneller. But the Complaint fails to allege any such contribution. To the
contrary, the Complaint alleges that the two campaigns shared volunteers, from which no
coniributian would have resisited. The Commissicn should, therefore, find no reasan to believe
that the Lentz Committee violaterl the Federal Election Campaign Act, 2U.S.C. § 431 et seq.,
(the "Act"), and dismiss the matter immediately.

L Favts

Leatx for Congress was the nuthenized pritinipnl anmpaign cammittic: fir Bryan' Lentz, who ran
for Cangress in Pemrmylvemia's 7th Cangressional istrict in the November 2010 election. Mr.
Lentz's opponents in the race were Patrick Meehan and James Schneller.
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Mr. Schneller attempted to qualify for the general election ballot by collecting the requisite
number of signetures on nominating petitiens. The Camplaint alleges that the Lentz Comunittee,
seeing an opportunity to split the votes of like-minded individuals between Mr. Meehan and Mr.
Schneller, encouraged volunteers to assist Mr. Schneller in his signature collecting effort. The
Complaint claims to identify several local Democrats and Lentz Committee volunteers who
circulated petitions for Schneller. 1t alleges no payment by the Lentz Committee that was
directly attributable to the Schnelier cempauign. While it claisms that semeone paid a notary
publiv $100 to neterize potitionr for Schneller at an insurance offiaz, and tliat neither Leatz nor
Schaeifar raported an ite-kind comiritiation as a resalt, it doms ol mphda why tivese pajanrems
would have resulted in eentritmtions to or exprndiares by tha Leutz campaign. The Lentr
Cemmittce did nat make this paymest. The Complaint alleges no other vinlation.

IL Legal Analysis

The Commission may find “reason to believe” only if a complaint sets forth sufficient specific
facts, which, if proven true, would constitute a violation of the Act. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(d).
Unwarranted legal conclusions from asserted facts or mere speculation will not be accepted as
true, and proxdde mo independint basis for invasslgation. See Conomirsionsrs Mason, Saadstrom,
Smith and Thumas, Statornent af Resmons, MUR 4960 (l2ec. 21, 20q1).

The Compinint alleges.that becauso the Lentz Committee bad an intereat in the success of Mr.
Schneller's qualification for the ballot, and because vohmteers associated with the Democratic
Party and the Lentz Committee circulated Schneller petitions, the Lentz Committee must have
made unreported contributions to the Schneller campaign. But this daes not follow from
Commission rules. And, in fact, the Complaint presents no evidence of any in-kind contribution.

First, thie Act and Coiamission regulations provide that the "vilue of services provided withowt
coninmsatina by iy inslividen! ohe) voluntzxers um beimif of s candidate on politisal vomniittee
is mut a cantribution.” 2 U.S.C. § 433(8)(B)(I); 11 C.F.R. § 140.74. Tiam, this allegation that
individuals associated with the Lentz Committee and the Democratic Party collected signatures
for Sehnslier dass not preaent a aoetribution under the Aet. Ta the canirary, such astivities
would have been speqifically exempt frem the definition of "contribastion." The Complaint doas
allege that a "Lentz supporter" hosted a "natary party” in an insurance office for indivitinals wha
collected Schneller's signature, and that the aotary was paid $100 i’ cash. But it does not explain
why any of these alleged payments, which were said to have been made to qualify an opposing
candidate for the ballot, would have resulted in an in-kind contribution to the Lentz Committee.
To the ‘contrary, it says that "[m]ost certainly Schneller's cartipaign benelitted [sic] from the
notary's services ..." Complaint &t 2-3. Nor does it ¢luimn that the Lentz Committee made thuse
paymenits.

76254-0001/LEGAL19974317.1




11044310408

Jeff S. Jordan
January 17, 2011
Page 3

Second, Commission rules provide that "expenditures for rent, personnel . . . and other day-to-
day costs of palitical committees need not be attributed tp individual candidates, unless these
expenditures are made on behalf of a clearly identified candidate and the expenditures can be
directly atiributed to that candidate." 11 C.F.R. § 106.1(c)(1). Thus, even if the Lentz
Committee had used staff and resources to aid in the signature gathering, no contribution to
Schneller would have resulted, unless the Lentz Committee had incurred specific costs directly
attributable to Schneller - and it did mot.

For the reasans set forth above, ths Lentz Committee respectfully requests that the Commission

find no reason to believe that the Lentz Committee violated the Act, and dismiss this matter
immediately.

Very truly yours,

Brian G. Svoboda
Counsel to Lentz for Congress and Joseph G. Sauder, Treasurer
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL -
Please use one form for each Respondent/Client
E 0 23
MUR # 6433

NAME OF COUNSEL: _Brlan G. Svoboda
FIRM: . ______Perking Cols, LLP
ADDRESS: 700 13t uite 800

Washington, DC 20005
TELEPHONE- OFFICE (202) 434-1654

FAX (202) 4341690

The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any netificatiens and other communications

from the Commission apd to act on my behalf before the Commission.
Y12/% , IREASRER
te pondent/Citant Signature Titla
RESPONDENT/CLIENT:
MAILING .
ADDRESS: Co and Joseph G

_P.g, Box 1@ Media, PA 19064

TELEPHONE- HOME ( )
BUSINESS ( )

information Is being sought as part of ah investigation being conducted by the Fedaraf Election
Commission and the confidentiality provislons of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)}{12)(A) apply. This saction
prohibits making publis sy inveutigation conducted by the Federal Elsction Commission without
the express written consent of the person under investigation.

Rev. 2008
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